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REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING
Central Washington University
May 31, 1989
Presiding Officer:
Recording Secretary:

Connie Roberts
Sue Tirotta

Meeting was called to order at 3:10p.m.
ROLL CALL
Senators:
Visitors:

All Senators or their Alternates were present except Bantz, Bundy, Caples,
Dixon, Gossard, Lonborg, Marra, Marx, Mcinelly, Taylor, Vance, Wallace,
Wolford and Youngblood.
James Pappas, Robert Edington, Don Schliesman, Kent Richards, Anne Denman,
Dale Comstock, Ken Harsha and Rasco Tolman.

CHANGES TO AGENDA
None
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
*MOTION NO . 2692 Patrick McLaughlin moved and David Canzler seconded a motion to
approve the minutes of the May 3, 1989 Faculty Senate meeting with the following
change: on page 4, under Curriculum Committee report, paragraph 2, change
" .•• misunderstood the intention of the vote on .Motion No. 2691 ••. " to read
"misunderstood the intention of the vote on Motion No. 2690 ...• "
Motion passed.
COMMUNICATIONS
Stephen Jefferies reported the following correspondence:
-5/5/89 memo from Robert Edington, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs,
concerning faculty salary palicy.
Referred to Faculty Senate Budget Committee.
REPORTS
1.

CHAIR
*MOTION NO. 2693 Charles McGehee moved and Stephen Jefferies seconded a motion to
mak~ the following changes on the roster of Senate Standing Committees:
1) Move Nancy Lester from the Senate Personnel Committee to the Senate Code
Committee; 2) Replace Nancy Lester on the Senate Personnel Committee with Karl
Cloninger.
Motion passed.
-Chair Roberts reported that Summer Session 1989 will be entirely self-support,
and minimum class enrollments have been set at 15 for undergraduate courses and
10 for courses numbering 501 and above. Barney Erickson, Director of Summer
Session, will be available after June 9 to answer questions concerning Summer
Session.
-Dr. Loren Crabtree of Colorado State University has declined Central's offer to
fill the position of Dean of the Collge of Letters, Arts and Sciences.
Provost
Edington has decided to interrupt the search for a new dean at this time and
re-open it in Fall 1989.
-Chair Roberts reviewed the work of the Senate during 1988-89 and commended the
Senate and its Standing Committees.
She introduced next year's Senate Executive
Committee, who will take office on June 15: Beverly Heckart, Chair; Charles
McGehee, Vice Chair; Patrick McLaughlin, Secretary; Connie Roberts, At-Large
Member; Ken Gamon, At-Large Member.

2.

PRESIDENT
President Garrity was unable to attend the meeting, so Robert Edington,
Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, delivered a short report.
Provost Edington reported that the search for an Acting/Interim Dean of the
College of Letters, Arts and Sciences was closed today.
The open meeting held between the President, the Provost and interested
faculty on May 30 in Grupe Conference Center was a success, and the Provost and
the President look forward to improved communication between faculty and
administration as this type of meeting is continued on a regular basis. The
Provost added that he welcomes suggestions concerning the meeting format.
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE
Nancy Lester delivered the following summary report of the Senate Personnel
Committee:
Sm1MARY REPORT: ORIENTATION OF NEW FACULTY
Our survey of the new faculty last fall led us to make arrangements much as
we proposed in our earlier interim report.
There is a mass of material, so we
have been asked to make this summary.
We have:
1.
Created a Quick Look-up Guide. This is on disk and we expect the Personnel
Committee will update it yearly.
2.
Researched and determined the contents of two packets supplemental to the one
put out by the Personnel Office. The first will have information useful to
faculty in advance of arrival, including ~uch items as the housing market and
the schools, and it will be mailed. The second will be delivered to the
offices here and will contain muterials used on campus, including such things
as research information and the Faculty Code.
3.
Recommended that new faculty members be assigned a sponsor, preferably but
not necessarily from a different department.
4.
Arranged an orientation day on September 14. The details are still being
settled. Tentatively, it will include two introductory sessions in the
morning, lunch, a session on insurance and benefits, tours and an evening
reception.
Personnel Committee member Libby Street reviewed the process used by the
Personnel Committee to create the New Faculty Orientation Program. Interviews
with new faculty as well as with department chairs and secretaries, surveys, and
comparisons with other college orientation systems led the Personnel Committee to
propose an orientation program with emphasis on an interpersonal rather than
lecture/seminar foltnat.
During the morning section of the proposed Orientation
Day, Affirmative Action guidelines, social/cultural activities, academic
standards, student demographics, available campus facilities and history of the
university would be stressed. The early afternoon portion of the proposed
program would concentrate on familiarization with TIAA/CREF, Long-Term Disability
Insurance and other benefits issues. The late afternoon and evening would
include tours of campus facilities and optional social events.
Chair Roberts noted that she and Chair-elect Beverly Heckart plan to work
during the summer on implementation of the New Faculty Orientation Program.
Appreciation was expressed to the committee for its diligent efforts.
4.

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
None

5.

BUDGET C011MITTEE
Robert Bennett delivered a summary report from the Senate Budget Committee:
SUMMARY REPORT:
PROPOSED FACULTY SALARY PLAN AND SALARY SCHEDULE
In Apri 1, the Fa_s:ul ty Senate Budget Committee presented the report The
faculty Salary Sys tem and Proposed Faculty Salary Plan to the Faculty Senate as
a discussion item on the agenda .
No action was requested by the Budget
Committee at that time.
Now, the Budget Committee is asking the Faculty Senate
to approve a motion to accept the plan and new salary schedule.
In summary, if adopted as proposed, the salary plan and schedule would
consist of the following:
1.
The schedule would include three professorial ranks --Assistant Professor,
Associate Professor, and Professor.
The Instructor rank would be removed
from the salary schedule.
2.
The salary plan would retain promotion, scale adjustment, professional
growth, and merit components.
Professional growth would not be automatic.
However, it is the intent of this plan that professional growth would
recognize the professional maturation of the faculty.
Assuming that most
faculty members are productive, most would receive professional growth until
they reached their respective rank ceilings on the salary scale.
3.
There would be ceilings for each of the three ranks.
The ceiling for
Assistant Professors would be Step 13; for Associate Professors, Step 22;
and for Professors, Step 30.

(continued)
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BUDGET COMMITTEE , continued
4.

5.

6.

To meet market considerations, new faculty members hired near or current
faculty members promoted to, at or above the ceilings would be eligible for
four growth and/or merit steps above the steps in which they were initially
promoted or employed.
The "nearest step" method would be used to move faculty from the old
schedule to the new schedule.
All members of the faculty would realize
salary increases by moving to the new schedule.
Subsequent professional
growth and/or merit awards would be applied to the new schedule.
A 30 (1 through 30) step schedule with a bottom salary of $23,575 (Step 1)
and a top salary of $55,556 (Step 30) for academic year, nine-month
appointments. There would be a constant 3 per cent growth rate between
steps on the salary schedule.
Therefore, the Faculty Senate Budget Committee proposes the motion:

*MOTION NO . 2694
Robert Bennett moved that the Faculty Senate endorse the salary
plan proposed by the Faculty Senate Budget Committee, as ame nded, in the report
~Faculty Salary System and Proposed Faculty Salary Plan , Central Washington
Un1versity , dated March 7 , 1989 .
Further, that this proposal be forwarded to
the President and to the Board of Trustees with the recommendation that the
proposed salary plan be implemented on January 1, 1990.
.
Senators pointed out that some faculty would gain more than others by
implementation of the proposed salary scale.
Budget Committee members Ken
Harsha and Rosco Tolman noted that the current salary scale is also unjust, that
the process of creating the proposed scale could not take into account all
individual inequities, but that any negative consequences of shifting to the new
scale should be short term.
Senators expressed concern regarding the criteria
for award of professional growth and merit increases, and it was agreed that the
criteria for award of professional growth outlined in the Faculty Code are not
specific.
Questions were raised concerning removal of the rank of " Instructor"
from the scale, and Budget Committee members replied that according to their
data, this rank category is seldom utilized.
Senators asked what would happen
if the administration only partially endorsed the Budget Committee's
recommendation, and Bob Bennett assured the Senate that in that case the issue
would be returned to the Senate for discussion and review.
It was noted that
the Provost, the President and the Board of Trustees Budget Committee have been
actively involved in many meetings this year with the Senate Budget Committee
and its representative from the Senate Personnel Committee.
The question was called for, and a show-of-hands vote was immediately taken on
110TION NO. 2694.
Motion passed (22 yes, 1 no, 1 abstention).
*MOT ION NO. 2695 Bob Bennett moved that, subject to approval of the proposed
salary plan , the January 1, 1990, 6.4 per cent salary increase be distributed as
follows : at least
2.5 per cent for scale adjustment, approximately 3.0 percent
for professional growth, and approximately 0.9 per cent for merit.
Motion
passed .
6.

CODE

COM~1ITTE E

Beverly Heckart reported that Assistant Att o rney Geneb al Teresa Kulik has
reviewed the proposed Early Retirement Program and presented her findings to
Jerry Jones , Special Assistant to the President .
Conce r ns ·· regarding the ,.
curricular and monetary impact , as well as the legal rami f i ,. tions, of the
proposed program are being considered .
7.

CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
*MOTION NO. 2696 Warren Street moved approval of University Curriculum Committee
Page 1011: HOEC 492 ONLY, and UCC Pages 1014-1017 with the following change:
-Page 1014: BISC 110 Course Addition - In the course description, change "All
biology majors and minors must take this course ... " to read "All biology majors
and minors, except biology minors in elementary education, must take this
course ... 11
Motion passed.

(continued)

\

i
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CURRICULUM CmlMITTEE, continued
PAGE
lOll
1014
1014
1014
1014
1015
1015
1015-16
1016-17

HOEC 492
BI SC 110
BISC 313
Zoology ~1inor
Botany Minor
Biology Minor (General)
Biology Minor (Elementary Education)
Biology l~jnor (Secondary Education)
B.A./Biology Major

Course Addition
Course Addition
Course Addition
Program Change
Program Change
Program Change
Program Change
Program Change
Program Change

OLD BUSINESS
None
NEW BUSINESS
None
ADJOURNMENT
Meet1ng was adjourned at 4:40 p.m.

* * * * *

NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING:

October 11, 1989

* * * * *

PLEASE BRING THE BUDGET COMMITTEE REPORT OF MARCH 7, 1989 TO THE
MEETING!
ALSO, PLEASE STUDY THIS AGENDA THOROUGHLY TO BE
PREPARED FOR DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING.
FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING
3:10p.m., Wednesday, May 31, 1989
SUB 204-205
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

CHANGES TO AGENDA

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - May 3 , 1989
(May 17, 1989 minutes have not been distributed yet)

IV.

COMMUNI CATIONS
-5/5/89 memo from Robert Edington, Provost and Vice
President for Academic Affairs, concerning faculty
salary policy. Referred to Senate Budget Committee.

v.

REPORTS

~

1.

Chair
-1989-90 Senate Code Committee Assignment - ?
-Summer School

2.

President

3.

Personnel Committee
-New Faculty Orientation - Libby Street (summary
attached)

4.

Academic Affairs Committee

5.

Budget Committee
-Faculty Salary Plan (report and motions attached)

6.

Code Committee
-Update on Proposed Early Retirement Plan

7.

Curriculum Committee
Page 1011: HOEC 492 and .UCC Pages 1014-1017

-ucc

VI.

OLD BUSINESS

VII.

NEW BUSINESS

VIII.

ADJOURNMENT

* * *

NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING:

October 11, 1989

* * *
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COMMI~TEE

SU1'!MARY REPORT: ORIENTATION OF NEW FACULTY
our survey of the new faculty last fall led us to make arrangements much as we
proposed in our earlier interim report. There is a mass of material, so we have been asked
to make this summary.
We have:
1.
Created a Quick Look-up Guide. This is on disk and we expect the Personnel Committee
will update it yearly.
2.
Researched and determined the contents of two packets supplemental to the one put out
by the Personnel Office. The first will have information useful to faculty in advance
of arrival, including such items as the housing market arid the schools, and it will be
mailed. The second will be delivered to the offices here and will contain materials
used on campus, including such things as research information and the Faculty Code.
3.
Recommended that new faculty members be assigned a sponsor, preferably but not
necessarily from a different department.
4.
Arranged an orientation day on September 14. The details are still being settled.
Tentatively, it will include two introductory sessions in the morning, lunch, a
session on insurance and benefits, tours and an evening reception.

• • • • • • • • •

BUDGET COMMITTEE
SUMMARY REPORT:
PROPOSED FACULTY SALARY PLAN AND SALARY SCHEDULE
In April, the Faculty Senate Budget Committee presented the report The Faculty Salary
System and Proposed Faeulty Salary Plan to the Faculty Senate as a discuSSion item on the
agenda. --r:fo act ion was requested by the Budget Commit tee at that time.
Now, the Budget
Committee is asking the Faculty Senate to approve a motion to accept the plan and new
salary schedule.
In summary, if adopted as proposed, the salary plan and schedule would consist of the
following:
1.
The schedule woulu include three professorial ranks --Assistant Professor, Associate
Professor, and Professor. The Instructor rank would be removed from the salary
schedule.
2.
The salary plan would retain promotion, scale adjustment, professional growth, and
merit components.
Professional growth would not be automatic. However, it is the
intent of this plan that professional growth would recognize the professional
maturation of the faculty.
Assuming that most faculty members are productive , most
would receive professional growth until they reached their respective rank ce i lings on
the salary scale.
3.
There would be ceilings for each of the three ranks.
The ceiling for Assistant
Professors would be Step 13: for Associate Professors, Step 22: and for Professors,
Step 30.
4.
To meet market considerations, new faculty members hired near, at or above the
ceilings would be eligible for four growth and/or merit steps above the steps in which
they were initially employed.
5.
The "nearest step" method would be used to move faculty from the old schedule to the
new schedule.
All members of the faculty would realize salary increases by moving to
the new schedule.
Subsequent professional growth and/or merit awards would be applied
to the new schedule.
6.
A 30 (1 through 30) step schedule with a bottom salary of $23,575 (Step 1) and a top
salary of $55,556 (Step 30) for academic year, nine-month appointments. There would
be a constant 3 per cent growth rate between steps on the salary schedule.
Therefore, the Faculty Senate Budget Committee proposes the following two motions:
MOTION:
1.
The Faculty Senate endorses the salary plan proposed by the Faculty Senate Budget
Committee, as amended, in the report The Faculty Salary System and Proposed Faculty
Salary Plan, Cent.ral Washington UniversTta' dated March 7, 1989.
Further, that this
proposarb'e"" forwarded· to the President an to the Board of Trustees with the
recommendation that the proposed salary plan be implemented on January 1, 1990.
2.
That, subject to approval of the proposed sal~ry plan, the January 1, 1990, 6.4 per
cent (%) salary increase be distributed as follows:
at least a 2.5 per cent (%) scale
adjustment, approximately_ 3.0 percent (%) for professional growth, and approximately
0.9 per cent (%) for merit.
(NOTE:

If Motion #l fails, the Budget Committee will withdraw Motion #2.)
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ADOC!IDU: : TO THf. !'ACIILT': St.L.Ar.Y SYST£!1
AIID Pr.OPOSED FACULTY SALARY PLAN,
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
DATED HARC:I 7, 1989

CENTRAL VASRINCTON UNIVERSITY
(effective January 1, 1989)

(''")

~~

1911

Ytar
$15,6]1
16,149
16,684
17,236
17,103
11,393
19,000
19,629
20,271
20,941
21,619
22,309
23,023
23,737
24,47]
25,232
26,013
26,795
27,599
21,427
29,279
30,151
31,031
31,9]1
32,158
33,111
34,790
35,799
36,102
37.777
31,190
39,910
41,100
42,250
43,434
44,606
45,112
47,047
41,311
49,623 "

12-Month
$19,107
19,736
20,390
21,063
21,759
22,480
23.222
23,989
24,713
25,603
26,422
27,267
21,139
29,010
29,911
30,131
31,795
32,749
33,730
34,742
35,785
36,860
37,930
39,027
40,159
41,323
42,522
43,754
44,980
46,170
47,533
41,864
50,231
51,639
53,016
54,511
55,991
57,502
59,0,
60,649

Mini•u• . Educational and
Professional Experience
Reguire•enu
Masters Detr•• and 1 Year
-orMasters O.tree Plus 30 Qtr .
CraditJ and 0 Year~

PROPOSED FACULTY SALARY SCHEDULE*
Step

Rank

\ ~I~
......

Assistant Professor

3

..
'2.

4
5

6
7
8
9
.&!
~ 10
:0:

DoctorJ Detree or Equivalent
and 2 Years
-orMasterJ De1rea plu• 45 Quarter
Creditl and 3 Years -orKasrer1 Detree and 4 Years

Doctors Detr•• or lqu1va1anr
-orMasters Detr .. plus 45 Ouart a r
Credits and I Years
and 6 Years

Doctor• O.tree or Equivalent
and 10 Years

.--1

Aaaociate Profeaaor

eu

Professor

I

I

.,
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.&!

:;"I

......

~

...,

".
...:>

.&!

.,.
0

.,..
)I
0

., 12
13
L4
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Ac.odeaic
Year
$23,575
24,282
25,0ll
25.761
26,534
27,330
28,150
28,894
29,864
30,760
31,683
32,633
33 . 613
34,620
35,660
36,729
37,831
38,965
40,135
41,339
42,580
4

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

45,172
46.527
47,923
49,361
50,842
52.367
53,938

*Saee as page 13 of Salary Plan (Draft 14), vith 2.5% added,

12-Honth
$28,814
29,678
30,569
31,486
32,430
33,403
34,404
35,436
36,610
37,595
38,722
39,884
41, 082
42,313
43,583
44,890
46,237
47,624
49,052
50,525
52,032
53
55, 209
56,865
58,572
60,328
62,140
64,003
65,923

•
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ADDENDUM TO THE FACULTY SALARY SYSTEH (Cont.)

TABLE I, Page 17 of March 7, 1989 Plan, with 2.5% added.

From old step II
12*
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
19*
20
20*
21
22
23
24
25
26
26*
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

To new step fl
1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9
8
9
9
10
11

12
13
14
15
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
23
24
25
26
27

*Extra step to meet new minimum

Approx.
No. of faculty
2
0
1
1
8
5
8
8
2
5
2
11

8
9
5
6
11

3
27
11

13
15
19
16
17
28
43
14
5
7
2
3

$ Difference

1,266
552
545
538
529
521
535
551
2,816
467
L437
585
602
652
702
755
809
1,849
870
930
1,029
1,188
1,245
1,359
1,480
1, 607
1,738
566
715
876
1,043
1,219
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---
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GEE
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----Cal

GREATSINGER
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---John

CARR
- - -Hal OTT
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____ Larry LOWTHER
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~--Max
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----

Please sign vour name and return
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M E M0 R A N D U M

TO:

Connie Roberts
Faculty Senate Chair

FROM:

Robert v. Edington, Provost and
Vice President for Academic AffaYr~~

DATE:

May 5, 1989

SUBJECT:

Faculty Salary Policy

!2re

I have taken the opportunity to discuss with t he Executive Group
the proposal of March 7, 1989, from the Faculty Senate Budget
Committ e e regarding a proposed faculty salary policy.
As you
remember, t he Senate Budget Committee, the Board of Trustees
Budget Committee, you and I met on April 7 to discuss this matter.
It is my belief that this dialogue should continue.
I would
suggest that the Senate reauthorize the Budget Committee to enter
into discussions with us concerning those problems with the
present faculty salary policy which have been identified by the
Senate Budget Committee reports. I believe that we should do our
best to correct the problems which exist now before we discuss the
possibility of a new salary schedule.
Those problems seem to center around two questions:
1.

What are the criteria and procedures for implementing the
professional growth component of the salary policy? It is my
understanding that the professional growth category was
intended to be a meritorious service award rather than an
award for simply being here.
Of those eligible to receive
professional growth awards, all but four faculty members seem
to have received one. For that reason it seems to me that the
professional growth component is not working and it should be
addressed.

2.

What can be done to make the merit portion of the salary
policy more credible as a truly meritorious award?
The
March 7 report from the Faculty Senate Budget Committee
addresses this problem.
That report should be the basis of
further discussions on this matter.

raculty Salary Policy
Page Two
May 5, 1989

Once these and other related problems in the present faculty
salary policy are addressed we should meet to decide whether
further discussions should take place regarding the faculty salary
schedule itself.
The questions of appropriate increments between
steps, "caps" within ranks, as well as minimum and maximum
salaries within ranks are all matters which can be discussed at
that time.
I would appreciate it if you would discuss this with the Senate
Executive Committee and inform me as to whether you agree that we
should proceed in this manner.
It is my sense from discussing
this matter with the President's Executive Group that the administration of the university believes that these discussions should
take place before any action is proposed to the Board of Trustees.
pc:

Robert B. Bennett
Donald L. Garrity
David A. Pitts
Graham Tollefson
Harvey Vernier

;

TO:

Faculty Senate

FROM:

Faculty Senate Budget Committee

SUBJECT:

Faculty Salary System and Proposed Salary Schedule

DATE:

March 14, 1989

During spring quarter, 1988, the Faculty Senate Budget
Committee, in conjunction with the Faculty Senate Personnel
Committee, was directed by the Senate to study the salary
distribution and merit systems at Central Washington
University.
Further, the charge directed the Faculty Senate
Budget Committee to work with the Board of Trustees and the
Administration during its study and deliberations.
The attached report <Draft *4> represents, primarily, the
work of the Faculty Senate Budget Committee.
The report has
been distributed to the Bo~rd of Trustees Budget Committee
and to Dr. Edington, members of the combined study committee.
Section I of the report offers background salary information
on the current salary system at Central Washington
University, Section II a proposed faculty salary system, and
Section III a proposed faculty s•lary schedule for Central
Washington University.
The Faculty Senate Budget Committee met in December, 1988,
with Dr. Edington, Dr. Roberts, and members of the trustees
budget committee on the matter of salary and merit.
This
same group will meet early in spring quarter to discuss the
attached report.
Following the December meeting, the Faculty
Senate Budget Committee and a representative of the Faculty
Senate Personnel Committee studied the salary system and .
developed a proposed salary plan and salary schedule.
Members of the Faculty Senate Budget Committee:
Bob Bennett, Physics <chair>
Wolfgang Franz, Economics
Ken Harsha, Business Ed. and Adm. Mgt.
Pat McLaughlin, Library
Roscoe Tolman, Foreign Language
Representative of the Faculty Senate Personnel Committee:
Erlice Killorn, Physical Education
Board of Trustees Budget Committees
David A. Pitts
Graham Tollefson
Harvey A. Vernier
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SECTION I
FACULTY SALARY SYSTEM
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
Substantial efforts to develop an equitable salary
administration plan at Central Washington University have led
to a system that many feel is unworkable, unfair, and
inflexible.
The system is conceived as working to the
advantage of some faculty and to the disadvantage of others,
or not working at all.
The morale of the faculty relative to
salary administration is not high <see E~SY!S~ §~Q~S~
E~~~2DO~! ~gmmiSS~~ §y~y~~ 20 E~SY!S~ ~g~~!~~ !~~~. and the
§y~y~~

2t

E~sY!s~~

z~~~ §~!~~~Ins~~~§~.

~~nY~~~ 1~ !~~~>.

Ebi!g~geb~·
Philosophically, higher education faculty
salary plans should systematically integrate considerations
of cost of living adjustments to maintain purchasing power
over time, professional maturation, meritorious service
awards, and market adjustments in such a way as to provide a
reasonable level of career expectations for the faculty, a
reasonable degree of administrative flexibility, and fiscally
responsible budget considerations to secure salary funds from
the governor's office and the State Legislature.

It can be argued that Central Washington University has
been saddled with a salary administration system based in
part on a 1980 statewide salary plan developed by the Council
for Post-Secondary Education in direct consultation with the
Council of Faculty Representatives and the Council of
Presidents.
The salary plan incorporated all of the
ingredients of a sound salary system. Unfortunately, the
salary plan was never funded by the Legislature.
It may also be argued that the current Central
Washington University plan achieves the major objectives of a
salary plan. That may in fact be true, but as perceived by
the faculty, the system fails to recognize reasonable growth
expectations throughout a faculty member's career at Central
Washington University.
The i s sue of professional growth
ceilings at the full professor level and the inconsistent
manner in which meritorious service is determined from
department to department, school to school, and year to year
has left faculty with the impression, right or wrong, that
·the system does not ~ork.
To further complicate the problem, merit monies have not
been available for distribution on a consistent year-to-year
basis .
No faculty merit money was available in five out of
the last twelve years.
It is a fact that faculty members at
Central Washington University do not have reasonable
expectations of where they will be on the salary schedule
next year, the year after that, and ten years down the road.
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Timing, personal ~nd profe5sional circumstances, academic
discipline, and available salary funds from the Legislature
significantly influence the progress of the individu~l
faculty member in achieving 5alary increases on ~ regular
basis and step movement on the salary schedule.
A sound
salary plan should minimize these influences for all faculty
members.

In 1980, the Council of Presidents endorsed ~ s~lary
administration plan that had as its m~jor characteristics the
following feature5:
That the plan should -1.

permit the e5t~bli5hment. of the m~rket value for a
faculty member's services and provide a method for
adjustment changes in this v~lue .

2.

provide for identifying ~ component of salary
increase necess~ry to accommod~te ch~nges in the
cost of living.

3.

place ~ qu~ntit~tive v~lue on the increasing worth
of profession~! services as related to the
profession~! growth and experience of the faculty
member.

4.

permit the institution the opportunity to reward
meritorious service, as well ~• the freedom to offer
lower salaries for lower r~ted perform~nce.

5.

allow the university to place differenti~l salary
levels on faculty positions in relation to the
individual priorities and needs of the institution.

In 1980, The Council of Faculty Representatives
offered the following st~tement of goals and objectives of a
salary policy.
1.

A sal~ry policy must recognize the professional
growth of individu~l faculty.

2.

Faculty performance in teaching, schol~rly activity
and other professional activities vary among
individuals and at different periods within an
individual's c~reer.
Recognition for specially
meritorious performance should be a p~rt of a salary
policy.

3.

A 5alary policy should provide for an orderly
adjustment in response to ch~nges in the cost of
living.
Such adjustments must be independent of any
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increases earned from professional growth or award
of merit.
4.

Changing circumstances, such as altered societal
needs, revised cultural and scientific conditions,
or modified institutional goals may elevate or lower
demand for particular disciplines or subdisciplinary
specializations.
The availability of quality
faculty within a discipline is therefore subject to
changes in the academic or professional marketplace.
In order to maintain quality programs, recognition
of these market factors must be part of the salary
policy.

5.

In establishing a salary scale, it must be
recognized that Washington institutions ~ompete
nationally for quality faculty and that the salary
schedule must be competitive with comparable
institutions.

The COP and CFR statements of principle covered what
should be included in a fair and equitable salary plan.
Theoretically, the CWU faculty salary system contains all or
at least most of the main elements of the COP and CFR
principles.
There are, however, features of the CWU plan
that clearly cause problems.

8~~~g~og gf ~~~~tAssuming satisfactory professional
achievement of faculty members, a salary plan should attempt
to maintain the relative position of faculty.
There will be
instances, of course, where faculty members will out perform
other faculty in terms of professional achievement.
Those
faculty members should be rewarded for meritorious service
and compensated accordingly.
However, the recognition of
merit should be consistent so that the system equitably
judges who is meritoriqus and who is not.
Haphazard and
inconsistent merit determination methods are
counterproductive and create internal salary problems
throughout the system.

At Central Washington University merit as a component of
the overall salary plan has caused substantial morale
problems among the faculty.
The concept·of merit is not
particularly distasteful, but the manner in which merit is
administered, determined, and rewarded has demoralized a
majority of the faculty at Central.
The merit system has had
internal and external problems for years.
Some of these are:
1.

The inconsistency of available funds for overall
salary adjustments, including merit.
In some years,
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there has been no merit money available for any
faculty member.
2.

The inconsistencies between schools and departments
in formulating merit determinations and
recommend~tions.
For example, some dep~rtments
recommend everyone for merit, some do not.
Some
departments recommend those for merit who are not
eligible for profession~! growth.
Some departments
apparently take turns in making merit
recommendations for individual faculty (it was your
turn l~st ye~r, someone else's this ye~r>.
Some
dep~rtments rank faculty for merit, some do not.
Some departments have a personnel committee or
a committee of the whole, some do not.

3.

Not fully funding the final merit list.
The
December, 1988, awarding of merit was the first time
th~t anyone presently on the campus could remember
the merit list being fully funded.
In past years, a
rel~tively large number of faculty were eliminated
from the fin~l merit list bec~use of insufficient
funds.
Since, according to the E~~Ylt~ ~gg~ gf
e~~~9QQ~l e2li~~ ~QQ e~g~~QY~~' a new merit list
must be formul~ted each year, some of the same
faculty members cut from the list could be cut again
in subsequent ye~rs.

4.

There is no set criteri~ for the rewarding of merit.
To p~raphrase, The F~culty Code simply states that a
faculty member must first be ~n effective teacher
and perform routine department, school and/or
university assignments to be considered for merit.
Beyond that st~tement, there are no specifics as to
what constitutes meritorious service ~t Central
Washington University.

5.

There h~s been a tendency to award merit to new
faculty members hired in above the professional
growth ceilings for their p~rticul~r ranks.
This is
an understand~ble pr~ctice since these faculty
members are not eligible for profession~! growth
(because of the ceilings> and ~re only technically
eligible for promotion.

6.

There have been instances where merit awards were
m~de to faculty to correct sal~ry inequities.

7.

Fin~lly, some faculty members, for re~sons of their
own, choose not to be considered for merit.
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It is difficult to argue against merit as a viable
aspect of any salary system.
Excellence should be
recognized and rewarded. · The problem is the way in which
merit is handled and what determines merit awards.
With an
unstructured salary system (faculty members moving up the
salary schedule at different rates> like Central's, major
inequities in location on the salary schedule can occur
between faculty members due to whether or net, or when and
how often, they received merit.
E~Qf~~~iQD~! g~Q~tb s~i!iD9~·
One of the major
criticisms of the salary system at CWU involves the concept
of professional growth, or at least how it is administered at
this university.
Conceptually, professional growth is
undoubtedly favored by a large majority of faculty members,
especially if professional growth equally benefits all
productive members of the faculty.
Few would argue against
professional growth as a means of rewarding faculty members
for continued and consistent contributions to the university
and to their professions.

The problem is not with professional growth as a
component of the s•lary system, but with the professional
growth ceilings arbitrarily placed at steps 18, 27, and 34 on
the salary schedule.
Faculty members grow to a point and
then, abruptly, stop growing.
Tnis issue alone creates
resentment of the entire salary system.
When the faculty
member reaches the professional growth ceiling for his or her
rank, promotion or merit becomes the only means of continued
movement on the scale.
For a full professor, merit becomes
the only option.
With the inconsistency of merit award
monies from the Legislature and the haphazard and confusing
manner in which merit is awarded on this campus, step
movement for a faculty member at or above a professional
growth ceiling is at best slow, and for some faculty,
nonexistent.

Clearly, one of the major objectives of a salary plan
should be to maintain purchasing power through its salary
schedule.
Sufficient funds should be provided apart from
promotion, merit, and professional growth for cost-of-living
adjustments.
The maintenance of purchasing power for the
faculty at Central Washington University has not happened.
Salaries have eroded due in part to a salary system that has
robbed needed cost-of-living salary pools to fund merit and
professional growth.
Another major reason for the decrease in faculty
purchasing power has been a lack of funding by the state.
State funding is an external problem and not inherent in the
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salary system, but invariably over the years when money was
available for faculty salary increases, relatively large
sums were siphoned off for merit and professional growth.
Faculty members at the professional growth ceilings, not
eligible for promotion, and who did not receive merit awards
experienced over time the largest losses in purchasing power.
The current salary system, or at least the manner in which
the system is administered at Central Washington University,
perpetuates this problem.

ggme~~1~1Y~Q~~~ gf ~b~ ~~!~~~ ~~b~g~!~·
Central
Washington University will experience large numbers of
faculty retirements in the next five to ten years.
New
faculty will need to be recruited to replace the many faculty
members hired in the middle to late 1960's and early 1970's.
The situation is not unique to Central. Most colleges and
universities in the nation will experience the same problem;
that is, attempting to recruit the best faculty with the
funds available.

The competitiveness of the salary schedule is critical
to Central's success in meeting its recruitment competition.
This is already a major issue in some schools and some
departments at Central.
To be competitive, first and
foremost, the salary schedule's scale must be adjusted
upward.
Certainly, other factors contribute to the
employment decisions of faculty <size of community,
geographic location, size of school, climate, and so forth>;
nevertheless, attractive initial salary and overall salary
conditions make a difference when attempting to hire faculty.
~~~~~~ ~QQ~1g~~~~12Q~·
Raising the overall level of the
salary schedule should help Central Washington University
deal with the market factor.
With a more competitive
schedule, schools and departments faced with vacancies
difficult to fill would be more competitive in a buyers
market.

A more attractive salary schedule would also help solve
the problem of hiring new faculty members at salary steps
above . their designated professorial ranks and professional
growth limits.
This causes dissension among the faculty and
creates inequities between some faculty members who have been
at Central for a number of years and those newly hired with
higher salaries and, in some instances, little experience.

During Winter Quarter, 1985, a questionnaire consisting
of 40 questions was distributed to all faculty by the Faculty
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Senate Personnel Committee. Of 372 questionnaires ~ent, 229
<or 62 per cent> were returned, including 55 with one or more
comments added.
Some questions in the ~urvey assessed general attitudes
toward merit while others measured attitudes toward specifics
like teaching, public service, and research.
The findings of
the study indicated that a majority of the respondents did
not regard the merit system favorably.
For example, 71 per
cent of the respondents felt that CWU did not have a fair and
equitable merit system.
In addition, academic contributions
were not judged to be rewarded fairly by 71 per cent of the
respondents.
There was an equal distribution of percentages in
determining if the merit system was used to reward the oldboy/girl network--30 per cent disagreed, 31 per cent were
neutral, and 39 per cent agreed that the system did reward
the old-boy/girl network. Fifty per cent of the respondents
believed that the merit system was not equitable to them
personally, while 19 per cent were neutral and 31 per cent
felt that the system had been fair.
Sixty-seven per cent of the respondents in the study
felt that teaching was not rewarded fairly.
Thirty-nine per
cent felt that research was justly rewarded, 33 per cent felt
it was not, and 27 per cent were neutral. Forty-six per cent
felt that public service was not fairly rewarded, 39 per cent
were neutral, and 15 per cent of the respondents felt that
they received just reward for public service.
A discrepancy appeared to exist in the study between how
faculty members assessed their own morale levels and how they
perceived the morale of their colleagues. When faculty
members determined their own morale levels, 48 per cent
agreed that their morale levels were usually high. When
evaluating colleagues, 53 per cent judged their colleagues
morale to be low, 28 per cent were neutral and 19 per cent
felt that faculty morale was usually high.
Fifty-eight per cent of the respo~dents indicted that a
declining morale level of the previous five years (before
1985> affected faculty performance in the classroom. Only 22
per ·cent felt that faculty morale had not affected classroom
performance. A large majority of the respondents agreed that
the actions and attitudes of the state legislature toward the
university reduced faculty morale at Central.
Since the 1985 study, merit was awarded to many of the
faculty on two different occasions.
That would seem to
indicate that in general the faculty might have felt more
positive about the merit system. However, the Faculty Senate

.'
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Budget Committee's §~~yg~ gf E~£~1~~~ z~~~ §~!~~~ !n£~g~~g,
~~Q~~~ 1~ !2§2, showed conclusively that the faculty was
opposed to using any of the funds for merit awards.
Only 8
per cent of the respondents <faculty> favored the use of any
monies for merit.
Q~ng~ f~£~2~~·
It is difficult to determine, even from
survey results, why faculty morale is high or low at any
given time at Central Washington University.
In addition to
salary and compensation levels, other factors must be
considered when assessing a happy or unhappy faculty.
Working conditions are important.
This includes such things
as class load, professional development, laboratory
facilities, opportunity for independent research,
professional travel, equipment, the availability of state-ofthe-art technologies, and release time for professional
activities.
Morale cannot be judged by money alone, but when
the institution is losing ground in those "other"
professional activity categories, it had better have a very
good compensation system.

SECTION II
A PROPOSED FACULTY SALARY SYSTEM
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
Section I of this report attempted to identify some of
the problems in the current f~culty salary system at Central
Washington University, and to provide background information
and rationale for suggested changes.
There are several aspects of the current faculty salary
system at Central Washington University that should be
retained.
As components of the salary system, the plan
should include regular cost-of-living adjustments,
professional growth, promotion possibilities, merit rewards,
and market considerations.
Subject to funding from the State
Legislature, the current faculty salary system at CWU
incorporates all of the above.
The proposed salary plan,
therefore, is not a radical departure from the plan now in
place, nor does it maintain the status quo.

E~gfg~~~gn~l §~g~~Q.
Professional Growth is the nearest
that the current salary .system comes to providing maturation
or incremental step increases for the faculty.
Incremental
increases are commonly expressed in terms of "annual step"
increases.
This "annual step" concept gives rise to the
"lock step" implication that all faculty members will be
treated equally regardless of productivity levels.
This is
not the intention of professional growth.
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First of all, there should be a decision made before the
award of professional growth to any faculty member.
If a
faculty member is not performing in an acceptable manner, the
step should not be awarded.
The procedure to deny
professional growth exists in the current CWU salary system
<E~£~lt~ ~gg~ gf E~~~gnn~l Egl~s~ ~QQ E~gs~g~~~' Section
8.80>; however, it is rarely used to deny professional growth
steps and, assuming that Central Washington University has
for the most part a productive faculty, probably should not
be used with any great frequency.
Professional growth should
not be automatic, b~t it should be a part of the salary plan.
A faculty member's professional growth and experience in any
one year will result in a more valuable resource to the
university.
This increased value should be recognized and
rewarded.
Secondly, there are rank limits to professional growth
in the current salary system.
Such rank limits should be
continued.
It is expected that faculty members at the lower
ranks who are making satisfactory progress will be promoted,
thus eligible for additional professional growth steps.
Normally, faculty members will not be held up in their
progression on the salary scale for extended periods of time
due to the rank ceilings.
E~gmgt~gn.
The current promotion system seems to be
working fairly well and should not be changed significantly.
Faculty members who meet the requirements specified in the
E~SMlt~ ~gg~ gf E~~~QQQ~! E2!~£~ ~ng E~QS~Q~~~ should be
promoted in a timely fashion~
~~~it·
Merit is without question the one aspect of the
current salary system that causes the most dissatisfaction
among the faculty.
However, this appears to be more a
problem of implementation than of philosophy.

In order to have a truly functional merit system, one
which causes the least amount of dissension possible, there
must be more consistency, both in funding and in the
decisions upon which merit awards are based.
Inasmuch as
possible, there should be some consistency within the various
departments and schools/college of the university regarding
merit recommendations.
This may never be entirely possible,
but it is an objective that the university should strive for.
Merit should not be, for any· faculty member, the only
means whereby progression on the salary scale is possible.
When merit is the only possibility, as is the case with the
current system for full professors at steps 34 to 39, it
causes even greater than normal frustration for the people
who are among the most experienced and productive members of
the faculty.
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~~~~~t ggQ§iQ~~~tiQO§·
The institution must recognize
that there will be times when for a variety of legitimate
reasons a faculty member will be employed at a salary level
at or above the normal range for his or her rank.
Under the
current salary system, some faculty members hired in at
salary levels above their ranks immediately find themselves
ineligible for professional growth.
It is, therefore,
recommended that a new faculty member, or a continuing
faculty member who has been newly promoted, be eligible for a
minimum of four steps progression on the salary scale by
professional growth and/or merit, provided that such progress
shall not move anyone beyond the upper limit of the scale.
b~~t~~~ ~nd£Q~ !o~1~~~tQ~§~
It is recommended that
the instructor level be removed from the salary schedule.
Therefore, a person hired as a lecturer or instructor may be
employed at any appropriate level on the salary schedule or,
if warranted, at a salary below the minimum for an assistant
professor.

SECTION III
A PROPOSED FACULTY SALARY SCHEDULE
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
It is recommended that a new faculty salary schedule for
assistant, associate, and full professors be adopted by the
university. Under the proposed plan, salaries for
instructors and lecturers would be negotiated independently
of the salary schedule.
The new salary schedule should be realistic,
operational, externally competitive, and internally fair.
The proposed schedule includes a range, steps, increments
between the steps, and rank ceilings.
To maintain its
integrity, the salary schedule should be adjusted
periodically for cost of living.

The suggested range of the proposed ealary schedule is
between $23,000 and $54,201 for the academic year.
The range
for twelve-month faculty <of which there are few> would be
$28,111 to $66,244.
The salary range was derived by
consideration of the following information•
1.

Average pay by rank of Central Washington
University's eight "peer institutions".

2.

Average pay by rank of comparable institutions
surveyed by the AAUP.
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3.

Actual pay levels of assistant professors at Central
Washington University that were hired during the
1987-1988 academic year.

4.

Actual pay levels of all assistant professors
employed at Central Washington University during the
1987-1988 academic year.

The proposed salary schedule contains 30 steps.
A 30
step schedule would make it possible for productive faculty
members to reach the top of the schedule during their careers
at Central Washington University.
The step increments are a
constant 3 per cent.
Constant percentage increments in steps
are typical in salary schedules for business as well as
government.
Constant rates make it possible to add steps and
advance the ceiling for all ranks in order to maintain the
purchasing power of the ceilings should the schedule fall
behind the cost of living.
A constant 3 per cent increment
is also used by sister institutions of Central's, such as
Western Washington University.

The proposed salary schedule ha~ salary ceilings for
each rank.
The ceiling for full professors is the top of the
scale.
Movement to the top of the scale for full professors
can be by either professional growth or merit.
Assistant and associate professors will have ceilings
which are below the top of the scale.
They can advance to
the ceiling by either professional growth or merit, but not
beyond the ceiling.
There are two types of sa~ary ceilings.
One ceiling is
drawn and fixed on the salary schedule.
The second type of
ceiling is four steps from the step hired in or promoted to.
For example, a faculty member hired in, or promoted to, a
step near or above the ceiling would be eligible for four
steps either by profes•ional growth or merit, or by both
professional growth and merit.
Each assistant or associate
professor can move to the higher of the two ceilings through
professional growth and/or merit, but not beyond the higher
ceiling.
·

It is recommended that the entire salary policy,
including the salary schedule, at Central Washington
University be reviewed periodically.
Special effort should
be made to adjust the schedule for purchasing power in order
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to maintain its integrity.
Ideally, each step of the
schedule should be adjusted annually for inflation.
However,
funding constraints restrict this possibility.
Thus, it is
proposed that approximately every three years, the purchasing
power of the schedule should be examined.
If the schedule
lags behind the rate of inflation, virtually all new funds
should be used to restore the purchasing power of the salary
schedule.
If, however, sufficient funds are not available to
restore purchasing power, it is recommended that the rank
minimums and ceilings be adjusted for inflation.
The
ceilings should be moved to the closest step necessary to
maintain purchasing power.
Steps would be added to the top
of the schedule to raise the ceiling for full professors.
When steps are added to the schedule, an equAl number of
steps could be deleted from the bottom of the schedule.
Adjustment of the ceilings at least maintains the purchasing
power of the salary range for eAch professorial rank, allows
upward movement along the scale, and restores a portion or
all of the lost buying power.
It is recommended that the Consumer Price Index
be used to adjust the scAle for cost of living.
It is
further suggested that 1988 be used as the base year.
The E!:2Q2~!!g E·~s!:!!.~~ §~!.~!:~ §S!l!!g!:!!.!! for Central
Washington University is shown on page _JL~- ·
The schedule
has three professorial rAnks--assistant professor, associate
professor, and professor.
Steps are numbered 1 through 30.
AssistAnt professors are eligible for a total of 12
professional growth/merit steps; associate professors, 13
professional growth/merit steps; and professors, 14
professional growth/merit steps.
Faculty members can move on
the salary scale by professional growth, merit, and
promotion.
When promoted, faculty members are eligible for
the professional growth/merit steps commensurate with their
professorial ranks.
HArd professional growth ceilings are
located at Step 13 for assistant professors, Step 22 for
associate professors, and Step 30 for professors.
Faculty
members hired in above the ceilings for their particular
ranks are eligible for a minimum of four steps professional
growth or meri"t.
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a~sg~m!.~
Y~s!:

Assistant Professo r

~
~

1
2
3
,_
4
I.
5
6
7
~
~
8
~
9
~
10
~41 11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

$23,000
23,690
24,401
25,133
25,887
26,663
27,463
28,287
29,136
30,010
30,910
31,837
32.793
33,776
34,790
35,833
36,908
38,015
39,156
40,331
41,541
42.787
44,070
45,392
46,754
48,157
49,602
51,090
52,622

~0

5_4 201

...

.,

<

Associate Professo r

---. ..

'j;\
' -.1

+

Professor

-....

~
'-.)

-~'"

.

-(

s

~

.....

.,1
~

~

.

~

'

~

d

~

~0

c..
~

"-'

$28,111
28,954
29,823
30,718
31,639
32,588
33,565
34,572
35,61Cl
36,678
37,778
38,911
40_._080
41 ,281
42,520
43,795
45,109
46,462
47,856
49,293
50,763
52.294
53,862
55,478
57' 143
58,857
60,624
62,442
64,315
66 ~44

*The ceiling for persons hired in <or promoted to> as
Assistant Professors at Step 10 or above will be four steps
above the entry level.
*The ceiling for persons hired in <or promoted to> as
Associate Professors at Step 19 or above will be four steps
above the entry level.
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If the proposed salary schedule is adopted, there are
two methods of moving from the old salary schedule to the new
salary schedule.
One method would be to move all faculty
members to the nearest step <in dollar5) on the new 5chedule.
The other method would involve moving all faculty members to
the next highest step on the new schedule.
If the new
schedule is adopted by Central Washington University, it is
proposed in this report that the "nearest 5tep" method be
used to make the transition from the old schedule to the new
schedule.
Table I, page _L~-' show5 the results of the "nearest
step" method; including, steps on the present salary
schedule, corre5ponding step5 on the new salary schedule, the
approximate number of faculty at each step, the dollar
difference at each step between the current schedule and the
proposed schedule, and the total cost of moving from the old
schedule to the new schedule.

_jJr,

Table II, page
shows the 5ame information as Table
I, but u5es the "next highe5t 5tep" method.
Table III, page j-~-' is the current Central Washington
University salary schedule.
The current schedule is included
in this report so that faculty members can readily convert
their individual salaries from the old schedule to the
proposed schedule.
~g~ing ~g ~b~ Q~~~~~~ ~~~e.
Although it appears from
Table I that a number of faculty members would see their
salaries decrease when making the move from the old schedule
to the new schedule, few, if any, would experience a decrease
in salary.
All faculty members would be moved to the nearest
step (in dollars> on the new schedule, then granted a
professional growth step.
If, in the year that the new
salary schedule was implemented, both scale adjustment and
professional growth were awarded, no faculty member would
experience a salary decrease.

As an example of the "nearest step" method, a faculty
member at Step 30 on the old salary schedule would move to
Step 18 on the new schedule.
As a result of this transition,
the faculty member would experience a $238 salary increase'
then, if not denied professional growth, the faculty member
would be moved to at least Step 19.
This faculty member's
salary would go from $37,777 <Step 30> on the old schedule to
$39,156 <Step 19> on the new schedule, a salary increase of
$2,379, plus any scale adjustment that might occur.
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Even at Step 36 on the proposed salary schedule where
the dollar decrease from old to new is the greatest, most
faculty members would realize a salary increase. For
example, the salary level for Step 36 on the current schedule
is $44,606.
Moving to the new schedule at Step 23, the
faculty member would experience a $536 decrease. However,
professional growth would move the faculty member to Step 24
on the new schedule, or $45,392, plus any scale adjustment.
The increase is not as great as in the previous example <the
faculty member at Step 19 on the new schedule>, but, under
this proposal, the professional growth ceiling for full
professors would be Step 30.
~Q~lng tQ tb~ Q~~t blgb~~t ~t~Q~
This method would have
a higher transition cost and, for the most part, faculty in
the top steps of the current salary schedule would experience
the largest salary increases. A faculty member currently at
Step 38 ($47,047) would move to Step 26 ($48,157) on the new
schedule.
A profess1onal growth step would move that faculty
member to Step 27 ($49,602>, or a $2,555 net increase, plus
any scale adjustment. A faculty member at Step 18 ($26,795)
on the current schedule would move to Step 7 ($27,463) on the
new schedule. A professional growth step would move the
faculty member to Step 8 ($28,287>, or a $1,492 net increase,
plus any scale adjustment~

In Summary, the 11 nearest step" method seems to be the
most equitable of the two methods in making the move from the
old to the new salary schedule. All faculty members would
experience salary increases under the "nearest" step method,
and, since the transition cost would be less, more funds
would be available for scale adjustment. The range between
those faculty members who would receive the highest increases
and those the lowest increases is less when the "nearest
step" method is used. The "next higher step" method results
in a greater disparity between high and low salary increases
for faculty members.
The proposed salary plan attempts to address the
problems expressed over the years by the faculty at Central
Washington University. Among other considerations, the
proposal suggests the following1
1.

A 30 step salary schedule.

2.

A constant 3 per cent growth rate between steps on
the salary schedule.

3.

A salary plan that retains scale adjustment,
promotion, professional growth, and merit
possibilities. Professional growth would not be
automatic. The E~~~lt~ ggg~ Qf e~~~QQQ~l eQll~~

~QQ
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E~Q~~QY~~ contains a procedure for denying
professional growth.
It is suggested that this
procedure be retained and enforced when necessary to
deny a faculty member a professional growth step in
a given salary year.

4.

An increased number of professional growth steps for
each rank.

5.

The elimination of "soft" salary ceilings for all
ranks.

6.

A salary schedule with an academic year range of
$23,000 <Step 1> to $54,201 <Step 30).

7.

Rank ceilings and ''h•rd" professional growth and
merit ceilings for each rank.

8.

A minimum of four profession•! growth and/or merit
steps for all faculty members hired in above the
ceilings.
However, Step 30 would be ~he m•ximum
step for •11 faculty members.

9.

Elimination of the Instructor r•nk on the salary
schedule.

10. A method of review to adjust the scale on a regular
basis for inflation.
Adoption of the proposed salary plan will not, of
course, solve all problems related to salary, but it will
result in a system that is responsible, equitable,
pr6gressive, and competitive with the external market.
The
plan would provide faculty members with reasonable and
understandable salary expectations during their professional
careers at Central Washington University.

3

ReconCiliation of old and new salary schedules, moving to nearest step.
From old step "'

To new step"'

No. of faculty

1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9
8
9
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
23
24
25
26
27

2
0
1
1
8
5
8
8
2
5

12*
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
19*
20

20*
21
22
23
24
25
26
26*
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

2
11
8
9
5
6
11
3
27
11
13
15
19
16
17
28
43
14
5
7
2
3

.../

~ c£~ G<fe(J 1o

}1--(e e_

"t-

$Difference Total Cost
691
(23)
(47)
(72)
(99)
(126)
( 132)
036)
1,537
( 140)
709
(143)
( 148)
(121)
(94)
(65)
(35)
979
000
34
106
238
266
351
441
537
636
(536)
(420)
(239)
(161)
(21)

(47)
(72)
(792)
(630)
( 1,056)
( 1,088)
3,074
(700)
1,418
( 1,573)
(1,184)
( 1,089)
(470)
{390)
(385)
2,937
000
374
1,378
3,570
5,054
5,616
7,497
15,036
27,348
(7,504)
(2,100)
( 1,673)
(322)
(63)

TOTAL COST

53,567

).Je..A:J ~-;-..v,.-u-{_ \.-(_ ~

1,382

R~oncillation

of old and new salary schedules, moving to next higher step.

From old step • To n~w Step • No. of facultv $Difference Total Cost

12*
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
19*
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

32

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

2
0
1
1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

691
667
664
660
655
650
668
688
1,537
709
731
752
806
862
918
979
000
34
106
233
266
351
441
537
636
768
942
1,110
1,235
1,467

a
5
a·
a

a
9
9
10
11
12
13

2
7
11

14

6
14
27

a
9

5

15
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

11

13
15
19
16
17
28
43
14

5

7
2
3"

2(~

TOTAL CO~

* £""f.

h-a. c:.+ep +a n-te.e -r

IJ~

yl't (

,v,-~K_~

•

1,382
000
664
660
5.240
3.250
5.344
5.504
3,074
4,963
8,041
6,016
7,254
4,310
5.508
13.706
000
374
1,378
3.570
5.054
5,616
7,497
15,036
27,348
11,004
4,710
7,770
2,570
4,401
170,244

TAel.l!

1ii

p~

I~

CENTRAL VASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
(effective January 1, 1989)
FACULTY SALARY SCALE

-

Steo

Rank
Instructor
~

'1
0

.:

rt

-:r

" -l

Assistant Professor

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Associate Professor

Professor

December 9, 1988
V-4

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
. 40

Academic
Year

12-Month

$15,631
16,149
16,684
17,236
17,803
18,393
19,000
19,629
20,278
20,948
21,619
22,309
23,023
23,737
24,473
25,232
26,013
26,795
27,599
28,427
29,279
30,158
31,031
31,931
32,858
33,811
34,790
35,799
36,802
37,777
38,890
39,980
41,100
42,250
43,434
44,606
45,812
47,047
48,318
49,623

$19,107
19,736
20,390
21,063
21,759
22,480
23,222
23,989
24,783
25,603
26,422
27,267
28,139
29,010
29' 911
30,838
31,795
32,749
33,730
34,742
35,785
36,860
37,930
39,027
40,159
41,323
42,522
43,754
44,980
46,170
47,533
48,864
50,231
51,639
53,086
54,518
55,991
57,502
59,055
60,649

Minimum Educational and
Professional Experience
Reauirements
Masters Degree and 1 Year
-orMasters Degree Plus 30 Qtr.
Credits and 0 Years

Doctors Degree or Equivalent
and 2 Years
-orMasters Degree plus 45 Quarter
Credits and 3 Years -orMasters Degree and 4 Years

Doctors Degree or Equivalent
and 6 Years
-orMasters Degree plus 45 Quarter
Credits and 8 Years
Doctors Degree or Equivalent
and 10 Years

..
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The E2£~lt~ ~gg~ gf E~~~gnn~l Egl1~~ 2ng E~g~~g~~~'
Section 8.75, specifies the criteria and procedure for
merit considerations at Central Washington University.
The section on merit <Section A> is brief and vague.
The
section on procedure <Section B> is more detailed and
understandable.
Whether or not consistent criteria for merit can ever be
established and successfully administered is a subject of
great debate.
Undoubtedly, for this reason, the E2~~lt~ ~gg~
gf E~~~QQQ~! Eg!1~~ 2Qg E~Q£~g~~~ is purposely vague on the
matter of merit criteria.
Section I of this report discussed some of the
inconsistencies in the merit system at Central Washington
University.
Where possible, the university should take steps
to correct these inconsistencies and adopt a more uniform
set of conditions and procedures for awarding merit.
Some suggestions would include:
1.

Standardized student evaluations of faculty members
on a regular basis during the academic year and near
the end of a given quarter.
The same evaluation
instrument should be used to evaluate all faculty.
Student evaluations should not be conducted by the
instructor.

2.

The E~gf~~~1gn~l §~~Y1~~ B~~g~g should be
uniformly used by all faculty members considered for
merit to update their professional records.
When
necessary, the E~Qf~~~1QQ2l §~~Y1~~ B~~g~g allows
for the attachment of additional pages of
information.
The E~Qf~~§i.QQ2l §~~Y1~~ B~~g~g should
be updated annually.

3.

If possible, uniform criteria should be established
and used throughout the campus to determine merit
awards.
What is required service to the institution
and what is meritorious should be clearly defined.

4.

Any personnel committee recommendations should be
independent of the department chair's
recommendations for promotion, professional growth,
and merit.

Finally, it is recommended that the Faculty Senate
Personnel Committee, or other appropriate committees, study
the criteria for merit and the procedures used for awarding
merit.

Central
Washington
University

•

Office of the President
Bouillon 208
Ellensburg, Washington 98926
(509) 963-2111

-

M E M0 R A N 0 U M
TO:

Faculty, Staff, and Administrat '

FROM:

Donald· L. Garrity, President

DATE:

May 18, 1989

SUBJECT:

Discussion Forum

I invite you to attend a forum for discussion of the recent actions of the
state legislature and the Higher Education Coordinating Board.
DATE:
TIME:
PLACE:

Tuesday, rvlay 30, 1989
3:30 pm
Mary Grupe Conference Center

These actions raise a number of important subjects.
important implications for our planning and our future.

All

could have

be 1i eve it important to define these questions as best we can, exp 1ore
some of the implications, and insure that we are thinking about and
discussing these matters throughout the University.
I

Among the topics which wi 11 be discussed are fi sea 1 11 trends, branch campus11
development, assessment, masters in teaching, and faculty productivity
(contact hours).
Joining me will be Provost Robert Edington, Vice President Courtney Jones,
Mr. Richard Thompson, Dr. Phil Backlund, and Dr. Connie Roberts.
jm

J
April 20, 1989
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CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE

CHEMISTRY
PROGRAM CHANGE
AS IT APPEARS
Minor
Credits
CHEM 181, 181.1, 182, 182.1, 183, 184, General
Chemistry and Laboratory •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
15
Approved Electives in Chemistry •••••••••••.••••••••••••••••
5
Total
20
PROPOSED
Minor
Credits
CHEM 181, 181.1, 182, 182.1, 183, 184 •••.•••...•••••.•••.••
15
CHEM 251 and 251.1 OR
CHEM 3 4 5 . ••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••

CHEM 311

312 I

5

312 . 1 ......•..•••.•.••.•.....•..•..•..•..•..

8

Approved upper division electives in Chemistry.............
Total

3-5
31-33

I

HOME ECONOMICS, FAMILY AND CONSUMER STUDIES
COURSE ADDITION
HOEC 492. Teaching Experience in Home Economics (2). Prerequisite
permission of instructor. Supervised teaching experience in a · '
specific area of Home Economics. May be repeated.
BUSINESS EDUCATION & ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM CHANGE
BACHELOR OF S~I£NC~
AS IT APPEARS
FASHION HERCHANDISlN~
fashion Her~handising is An lnterdisciplln•ry ••joe leading
to • Bachelor of Science degree. It is administered jointly by
lhe Department of Home £~onomics--family and Consumer Studies, and
the Department of Buaineas Education and AdministrAtive Office
HanAge~ent.
The currlculua provide• the necessary skilla to enter
the fashion Merchandising field as a fashion buyer, A fashion
retAiler, or a fashion aerchAndlse manager.
The progra• ia sufficiently fleKible to perait A choice fro•
available electlvee. Courses are pri•arily selected fro. Business
Edu~Ation, Hacketlng EducAtion. and Home Economicss--ra•ily and
ConsuMer Studies, providing inforMation relating to the
production, distribution, &nd consu•ption of clothing and
textiles. Students vill gain practical vork experience in
a9encies which deal vith fashion aerchandise.
Students enrolled in the progra• are required to consult
regulArly vith a faculty advl•or. All prerequisites .ust be
fulfilled except in cases of special per•ission.
ror additional lnforaatlon please see either the auaines•
Education and Ad•lnlatratlve Manage•ent or the Ko. .
Econoaics--FAaily and Consuaer Studlea department chair.
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CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES
COURSE ADDITIONS
BISC 110. Basic Biology (2). An introduction to the concept• and
processes which are common to most life forma. All biology majora
and minors must take this course before enrolling in other courses
in the major or minor.
BISC 313. Cellular Biology (5). Prerequisite, one year of college
chemistry. Concepts, processes and structures involved in understanding life at the cellular level. Four hours lecture and two hours
laboratory per week. Same as BISC 113. Student may not receive
credit for both.
BISC 485. Mechanisms of Evolution (3). Prerequisites, 15 credits
of biology plus senior standing. Darwinian evolution and the modern
synthesis.
PROGRAM CHANGES
AS 1T APP!ARS
Zoology Minor
BISC 112, 113, Biology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Electlvea in Zoology to co•plete •inor ••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••
Total

Credits
10
10-20
20-30

PP.OPOSID

Zoology Minor
BISC 110, Basic Biology ..•.•••••••••.•.••..•...••••••••.••••••
BISC 112, Animal Biology .•••••••••••.•.•••.•••••••••••••••••••
BISC 313, Cellular Biology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Elective• in Zoology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Total

Credits
2

s

s

•

20

AS IT APPEARS

Botany Minor

8ISC 111 and 113, Biology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Blectlvea ln Botany ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Total

CreditE
10
8-20
11-30

PJ\OPOSID

Botany Minor

atsc

110, Baalc Biology •••••••••••••••••• ·••••••••••••••••••••
axsc 111, rlant atologr······································
BISC 313, Cellular llo ogy •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

. Blectlvea ln Botany ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••
Total

tcedl tr
2

5
5

I
20

... ....
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CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES CONTINUED
AS IT APPEARS
Biology Minor (General)
BISC 111, 112, 113, General Biology •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
llectivea in Biological Sclencea, Botany or
Zoology to eoaplete ainor •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Total
PROPOSED
Biology Minor (GeneralJ
BISC 110,
BISC 111,
BISC 112,
BISC 313,
Electives

Basic Biology .••••.••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••
Plant Biology •.••••.••••••••••••••••••.•.•••••••.••
~nimal Biology ••••••••••• ~ ••••••••.•••••••••••••.••
Cellular Biology •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
in Biological Sciences, Botany or Zoology ••••••••••
Total

Credlta
15
15
30

Credl tE
2
5
5
5
13
30

AS IT APP!~RS
Biology Minor (Eleaentary Education)
BISC 111, 112, 113 OR BISC 104, and either
I I SC 311 , 312 OR BOT 211 ••••••••••••••••••••.••••• , ••••••••••
SCED 322, Science Education in the Elementary School ••••••••••
Electives in the Biological Sciences ••••••••••.••.•••••.•..•••
Total
PROPOSED
Biology Minor (Elementary Education)
BISC 110, Basic: Biology................................
BISC 111, Plant Biology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
BISC 112, Animal Biology •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

oa

BISC 211,
BISC 212,
BISC 213,
SCED 322,
Electives

2
5
S

concepti of Life Science I-Microbiologr······ 2
Concepti in Life Science Il-Animal Bio ogy ••• 4
Concepts in Life Science III-Plant Biology ••• 4
Science Education in the Elementary School ••••••••••
ln the Biological Sciences ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Total

Credit
12-15
3

C--7
22

Credit

10-12
3

7--9
22

AS IT APPEARS
Biology Minor (Secondary Education)
ror ainiaua secondary certification coaplete BlSC 365, BOT 461 or
472, BlSC -347, BISC 385, BISC 370, BISC 375 and SCID 324.

I

BISC 111, 112, 11], General Biology •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••
SCID 324, Science Education in the Secondary School ••••••••••••
Electives in the Biological Sciencea •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Total

zoot
Credi
H

~
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CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES CONTINUEQ
PROPOSED
Biology Minor (Secondary Education)
ror ainimua secondary certification coaplete BISC 365, BOT 461 or ZOOL
472, IISC 347, BISC 385, 81SC 370, BISC 375 and SC!D 324.
BISC
IISC
BISC
BISC
SC!D

General Biology......................................
Plant Biol09Y•.......................................
Animal Biolo9y ••.••••••••• •..........................
Cellular Biology.....................................
Science Education in the Secondary School............
Total
AS IT APPEARS
IACBBLOR OP ARTS BIOLOGY MAJOR
110,
111,
112,
313,
324,

The Bachelor of Arts de1ree peralta areat breadth in the sclencea. lath
1tudent'a pro&raa, •ust be approved b~ the Departaent of llolo&lcal Sclence1 at
leatt one acadealc ~ear precedin, JYaduatlon.
Credlta earned in CBIM 181 and 181.1 and PBYS 111 vlll be alloved ln
partial fulflllaent of the natural ac1ence Breadth lequireaents as vell aa the
requ1reaenta of this aajor.
Credit•
IISC 111,112,113, General llolol1•••••••••••••••••••••~••••••••••15
CBEH 181,181.1,182,182.1,311,312,312.1, General Chealstry •••••••• ll
PBlS 111,112,113 or 211,212,213, General Phystca ••••••••••••••••• lS
IISC 365, Gene ties ••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••• , •••••••• 5

Bot 461, Plant Physiology; ZOOL 472, ZoophysiolofY; Ol
ZOOL 341. 342, Buman Anatoa~ & Ph~sioloiY•••••••••••••••••••5·10
BISC 375, General leology; BISC 411, lnvlronmental
Microbiology; BOT 441, General Plant ltology; Ol
ZOOL 473, Animal lcolOIY· ••••••• -. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5
Electives by advlseaent froa Btolo&ical Sciences, Iotan~
or !oolol)'. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7

Total

70-75

1. A ain1aua of 30 upper division credits 11 required.
2. A max1•u• of 15 cred1ta in IISC 490, Field lxpertence and
BISC 496, BOT 496 and ZOOL 496, Individual Study, coabtned
aa~ be included to the aajor.

2
5
5
5
5
22

Hay
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CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES CONTINUED
PROPOSED
IACBILOl OP ARTS IIOLOG'f IWOl

The laebelor of lrt1 de1ree 11 desl,ned to develop breadth in the aclencea
aenerallJ. Student• coeplettnc the laehtlor of lrta aajor vtll find that their
strona aeneral btc\aroun4 vtll allov thea aaxl•ua flexlbllltJ ln career
eholeee. The Bachelor of Arta also Ia the preferre4 decree for atudenta
plannln1 to ao on to 1raduate atudlea. It a.et1 the re~ulreaente for adalastoa
to •ost araduate schools and aedteal sehool1. ladb 1tudent'1 pro1raa aust be
approved by the Departaent of Btoloateal Setenees at least one acadealc year
preceding graduation.
Credits earned 1n CHBH 181 and 181.1 and PBlS 111 vtll be alloved tn
partial fulftllaent of the natural science Breadth lequtrementa as vell aa the
requlreaents of thts aajor.
•
BISC 110, Basic Biology •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
BISC 111, Plant Biology •.•••••••••.••••••.•••••••••••••.••••••••
BISC 112, Animal Biology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
BISC 313, Cellular Biol09Y••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
CHEM 181, 181.1, 182, 182.1, General Chemistry and Laboratory ••.
CHEM 311, Introduction to Or9anic Chemistry •••••••••••••••••••••
CHEM 312, Organic Chemistry ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
CHEM 312.1, Organic Chemistry Laboratory •••.•••••••.•••••.••••••
PHYS 111, 112, 113, Introductory Physics 01
·
PHYS 211, 212, 213, General Physics •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
BISC 365, Genetics ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
BOT 461, Plant Physiology, ZOOL 472, Zoophysiolo9y 01

ZOOL 341 and 342, Human Anatomy and Physiology ••••..•.•••..•.•
BISC 375, General Ecology; BISC 411, Environmental Microbiology;
BOT 441, General Plant Ecology; OR
ZOOL 413, Animal Ecology •••••••••••••.•.•.•••..•••.••••••••.••
Electives by advisement from Biological Sciences, Botany

or Zoology ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Total
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10
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2
15
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70-75

A minimum of 30 upper division credits is required.
A maxlmua of 15 credits in 81SC 490, BISC 496, lOT 496 and ZOOL 49!
combined aay be included in the major.

